This article examines the Irish chronicle evidence relating to late sixth-to eighthcentury Northumbria and the northern Britons, in order to understand what sources they included, as well as how the Irish chronicles relate to the Welsh Annales Cambriae and Historia Brittonum, to Bede's works and to the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle. Through a detailed analysis of these texts, it is argued that the common Irish chronicle material was independent of these Anglo-Saxon sources, although the Clonmacnoise-group of Irish chronicles does contain later additions based on Bede's Historia ecclesiastica. It is also proposed that the Irish chronicles do not derive from the northern British annals which formed a common source for Annales Cambriae and Historia Brittonum. Instead, they reflect a separate Northumbrian, initially British but later Anglo-Saxon, stream of recorded events reaching the 'Iona Chronicle'; therefore, the Irish chronicles provide potential evidence for Celtic influence on the development of English chronicling.
2 in terms of detail. When more texts do start to appear in the late seventh century, it is difficult to distinguish what is reliable information from later ideological distortion, so it is necessary to consider every type of evidence, and come at issues from various angles. One set of texts which could potentially shed light on this period, as well as the development of annalistic writing in Britain, is the Irish chronicle record, in which a number of events concerning the Britons and Anglo-Saxons from the late sixth century onwards are described.
Three main textual sources or connections have been proposed for these Irish chronicle items. One view is that they were derived from a chronicle kept by the northern Britons, that is, by people speaking the Brittonic branch of Celtic in northern England or southern Scotland, and related to the early medieval Welsh texts Annales Cambriae (for editions, see Morris 1980; Dumville 2002) and Historia Brittonum (for editions, see Faral 1929; Morris 1980; Dumville 1985) . However, the exact circumstances by which items were included in the Irish chronicles have not been made clear; while Kathleen Hughes (1980: 94-100) argued that a north British chronicle continuing up to 780 was used as a source afterwards, David Dumville (Grabowski and Dumville 1984: 207-26) has since shown that, at some point after 911, Irish chronicle items were included in Annales Cambriae, and that the northern British source could have continued to the late ninth century. Dumville (2002: ix-x) has also suggested that the items about northern Britain in the latter text may have come via a Clonmacnoise chronicle or directly from a chronicle kept in northern
Britain, leaving open where exactly that was.
The second possibility is that these Irish chronicle items were simply part of the 'Iona Chronicle' which has been shown to have formed an important source to about 740 (Bannerman 1974: 9-26; Evans Forthcoming) , while a third suggestion has AU [691] .2: Theodorus, episcopus Brittaniae, quieuit. (AT kl 191.2, CS [687] . Since it has been demonstrated by Dumville (Grabowski and Dumville 1984: 111-27 ; see also Evans 2010: 189-224 ) that a large number of items were added to the Clonmacnoise-group texts after 911, including large extracts from Bede's Chronica Maiora and notices of the deaths and accessions of supposed kings of Ireland by the mid-eleventh century, it would be very plausible that many of the extra Anglo-Saxon details and items were similarly additions to the common source. When these items are studied this does indeed seem to be the case, as many were probably derived from Bede's Historia ecclesiastica gentis Anglorum (HE) (edited Colgrave and Mynors 1969) , although some could be derived from the common source.
The strongest indication that Bede's Historia ecclesiastica was a source is found in two items, in the annals probably originally for AD 650 and 655 (see above, items corresponding to AU [650] .1 and AU [656] .2) both of which state that Penda (the king of Mercia) died along with thirty kings. This idea is likely to have been derived from Bede, HE III.24, the account of the battle of Winwaed where it states that duces regii xxx, qui ad auxilium uenerant, pene omnes interfecti (Colgrave and Mynors 1969: 290-91 : 'of the thirty royal ealdormen who had come to Penda's help nearly all were killed.'). The fact that the Clonmacnoise-group-only text duplicates Penda's death and the thirty-king statement enhances the likelihood that these are late additions made to pre-existing items because an interpolator did not know which item was the battle of Winwaed.
Given this evidence for the use of the Historia ecclesiastica as a source for details, other extra material found only in the Clonmacnoise group becomes more explicable. Some of this additional text consists of extra names which have often been viewed as authentic, but are actually highly suspicious, as they often also appear in Bede's text in different contexts, particularly in his narrative of mid-seventh century political history. In the item describing a battle between Dál Riata and the AngloSaxons (probably the battle of Degsastan), AT kl 107.2 states that a certain Eanfraith frater Etalfraich was killed in this battle. This does not correspond exactly with the Theodbald frater Aedilfridi, who, according to Bede HE I.34 (Colgrave and Mynors 1969: 116) , died in the same event, but Eanfraich could be the Eanfrith who reigned in Bernicia 633-4 after the death of Edwin according to HE III.1 (Colgrave and Mynors 1969: 212-15 extrapolating from the form Etalfraidh in the same item compared to Bede's Aedilfrid, the e in Cetula could have been originally ae and the t originally d, giving *Caedula, which could easily have come from Caedualla if ll and ua were later reduced to l and u.
The statement that AEthelfrith was the victor but died soon after could also have been based on Bede (Chadwick 1963: 175) , who gave an account of the battle in HE II.2 (Colgrave and Mynors 1969: 140-44) and stated in HE II.20 (Colgrave and Mynors 1969: 202-3 ) that AEthelfrith's successor Edwin ruled for seventeen years until 633, which would date his killing of AEthelfrith to c.616. As Chadwick recognised (1963: 177-78 ; see also Charles-Edwards 2006: I, 128, n. 1), the Irish chronicle item would have had a date close to this, although, when the chronological development of the Irish chronicles is reconstructed (Evans 2010, 184-88, 240-41) (Dumville 1996: 122) . This is supported by the Irish chronicles' use elsewhere of b in Anglo-Saxon names to replace Old English medial and final f (Moisl 1983: 109; Dumville 1996: 123) , while the similarity of written c and t could account for the final consonant, as this is such a common orthographical variation (Ibid.: 122 indicates that they are additions made to clarify pre-existing items, which is a common concern apparent in unique Clonmacnoise-group material elsewhere (Dumville 1984: 119-21, 123-24 (1981: 6-7, 11, 13-14) . This proposition, not accepted most scholars, for instance J.M. Wallace-Hadrill (1988: 169) The Irish chronicle items do not mention the leader of the Northumbrians, and the make it clear that the Picts were defeated, whereas the Anglo-Saxon accounts do not explain the outcome clearly. The detail in manuscripts D and E of the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle, that the battle was fought between the Avon and Carron rivers (Duncan 1981: 15) , is part of the extra material about the northern English which is characteristic of these versions (Irvine 2004: xxxvi-xl, lv-lviii) . The area between these rivers is likely correspond to at least part of the plain of Manau, but such specific locations for battles using rivers are not found in the surviving items on the Irish annals in this period, even when greater details on battle locations become more common in the 720s and 730s. Duncan has argued (1981: 15-16 ) that the name-forms for the rivers are not Old English, and has suggested that they were misread from an (Hughes 1980: 72, 96-100 ) that a chronicle maintained among the northern Britons (also a source for Annales Cambriae and Historia Brittonum) was responsible for the eighth-century items, although the items before 700 display fewer 'Iona Chronicle' characteristics, and, therefore, could also come from different sources.
It is in this revised context that we should re-examine the earlier Anglo-Saxon and British items in the seventh-century section of the Irish chronicles, which scholars have similarly derived from a source among the northern Britons, and considered to have shared a common early source with material in Annales Cambriae and Historia Brittonum (Chadwick: 1963: 173-76, 177-78; Hughes 1980: 71-72, 94-95; Dumville 1986: 15) . It has long been recognised that these texts offer an interesting counterpoint to Anglo-Saxon sources for the late sixth to late seventh century, but generally they have been perceived to be less reliable. The work of Dumville (1986; 1994) in particular has shown that Historia Brittonum, written 829/30 (Dumville 1994: 406) , was very much a product combined and altered to fit the concerns of the writer in early-ninth-century Gwynedd, so while it included earlier sources, it is difficult to distinguish these from later changes. The same is true to some extent of Annales Cambriae, a chronicle compiled 950x88 (Dumville 1994: 406 ) from sources including a set of St David's annals starting in the late eighth century (Hughes 1980: 68-69, 86-88) , a (probably Clonmacnoise-group) Irish chronicle (Grabowski and Dumville 1984: 209-26 to Annales Cambriae, although it is unclear whether details unique to one of these texts were also derived from the same ancestor source. Given this potential similarity, and the existence of items in the Irish chronicles describing some of the same events as Annales Cambriae and Historia Brittonum, it is worthwhile to consider the inter-relationship of these texts to discern whether they share a common source. Brittonum §65 has Penda filius Pybba regnavit x annis). The shared use of Pant-is notable, but it is uncertain how significant this feature is; it could simply reflect a common contemporary spelling of his name.
One of the main reasons why scholars consider the Irish chronicles to have had a common ancestor related to Historia Brittonum and Annales Cambriae is that they share a number of items on the Britons and Anglo-Saxons, but when this is studied in more detail, the correspondence is not that striking. Not including those already discussed, there are items in both sets of texts, but not clearly in both Historia Brittonum (Chadwick 1932: 148; Bannerman 1974: 24-25) , and the battle of Dún Nechtain (HB §57, AU [686] .1, AT kl 186.1, AI
[685].1). Solomon, which would be unlikely for a Gaelic speaker to produce from Old Welsh
Selim (Chadwick 1963: 174) , although the form Solomon in the common source could be hypothesised. The Irish chronicles add the details that sancti, 'holy men', were killed there, and that Selim was rex Britanorum, so the correspondence in contents is not very close. Given the lack of any details in Annales Cambriae's account of the battle not found in the Irish chronicles, it is quite possible that this is one of the items in Annales Cambriae included (or augmented if the battle name was in the common source with Historia Brittonum) from an Irish chronicle in the tenth century.
Similarly, the appearance of the death of Iudris in both source-groups is striking, but the Irish chronicles, best represented by AU [633] .1, have Bellum Iudris regis Britonum, whereas Annales Cambriae manuscript A (and B) describe it as a killing: jugulatio Iudris. Again, the correspondence is not sufficient to prove a common textual source, although the possibility cannot be discounted. chronicle items indicates that they were similarly affected by the spoken form of the name, which presumably was remembered because it was part of a significant Columban miracle tale. This raises the possibility that the Anglo-Saxon items were included later in Iona from oral tradition, but this can be discounted because the other items are not known to be linked to similar miracles, and so probably would have been forgotten if they were not written down by contemporaries. Therefore, the evidence of name-forms makes it more likely that the Cadwallon item was a relatively early inclusion in the chronicle at Iona, where the Gaelic version of the name was known, rather than being a later addition in which the item was simply copied verbatim.
The other main reason for an Iona derivation for these items is that they share some of the vocabulary of other events recorded in the Irish annals in the same period.
Since the Irish chronicles are so formulaic, this could be significant. In some of the north British items the word contra, 'against', 8 or its equivalent Gaelic preposition, Irish chronicles; it is found in Irish battles in the same contexts, but only on three occasions in the late seventh and early eighth century. 9 It also occurs in AU 794.6, but this is an item describing a hosting campaign, rather than a battle. If the distribution of this word's usage is significant, it indicates that these items could have been included in an Irish chronicle in the late-seventh or early-eighth century. Moreover, although the Anglo-Saxon and British items in the seventh century are unusual because they are even briefer than most equivalent Irish entries, 10 and the use of a personal name after bellum, rather than a place, is rare, this feature is occasionally found for Gaelic battles in the late seventh century, particularly in the 670s. 11 Since the British and Anglo-Saxon items are generally earlier than this, it is possible that they provided the template for the later Gaelic items, or that the British and English items were included in the later seventh century (the last Anglo-Saxon item with these features records an event of AD 692), but it is at least likely that these items were incorporated in the 'Iona Chronicle' by the late seventh or early eighth century.
Where the source for these items came from is more difficult to determine. It may be that Gaelic clerics initially worked more in concert with British clergy than has often been supposed, so Britons were perhaps more significant than Bede or his contemporaries understood or would want to recognise given the replacement of British with Anglo-Saxon culture.
Overall, then, it seems likely that there were three sources underlying our 
